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Abstract

At the end of their initial year in the Teacher Training Program of the Los Angeles Un fied
School District, teacher trainees attend a series of presentations entitled Multicultural Week.
In his paper, the author analyzes the content of the presentations and the teachers’ views of
stereotypes and teaching culturally diverse children both before and after the multicultural
presentations. He concludes that the presentations appear to have little effect on how
teachers think about these issues and raises questions about the content and pedagogy of

multicultural programs.




WHAT TO DO ABOUT DIFFERENCES?
A STUDY OF MULTICULTURAL EDUCATION FOR TEACHER TRAINEES
IN THE LOS ANGELES UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT"

G. Williainson McDiarmid?

Like other large urban school districts, the Los Angeles Unified School District
(LAUSD) faces the problem of recruiting teachers--particularly mathematics, science, and
bilingual teachers--to teach in schools that serve mostly poor children and those of color.
To address this problem, LAUSD initiated the Teacher Trainee Program (TTP). The TT?V
recruits people who already have baccalaureate degrees with 20 credits in a major and who
have pass2d the National Teachers Examination in the subject area they intend to teach as
well as the California Basic Educational Skills Test. After two years of teaching and
attending district-organized classes, trainees are recommended by the school board to the
California Commission on Teacher Credentialing for a regular secondary teaching certificate
(Stoddart, 1988).

The initial phase of the program consists of two weeks of classes prior to the
beginning of the school year. Classes cover district personnel, grading, security, curriculuru
policy and child abuse procedures; roll-book maintenance, the physical classroom
environment, lesson planning, and subject-specific curriculum planning (see Kennedy, 1990);
teacher expectations, student motivation, classroom manager.:ent, nonverbal communication,
and school culture; cooperative learning, learning modalities, and critical thinking (for more
details, see Stoddart and Floden, 1990). After they begin teaching, teacher trainees® attend
weekly seminars after school. In the classroom, they are supervised by a mentor teacher.
They are also assigned to one of three continuing education centers run by LAUSD.
Experienced LAUSD teachers teach the various courses offered through these centers.

Immediately after their first year of teaching, teacher trainees attend a Multicultvral
Week. During this week, administrators and specialists from the district office, teachers in
district secondary schools, consultants, and university faculty make presentations to the

'Pape1 presented at the annaal meeting of the Amencan Educational Research Assoqation, Boston, April 1990

*C. Williamson McDiarmud, associate professor of teacher education, is associate director of the National Center for
Research on Teacher Education. The author gratefully acknowledges the contributions of Lynn Paine, whose ideas and
suggestions shaped hoth the analys.s and the text. Center Director Mary Kennedy also provided useful comments on an
carher draft. Center seruor researcher Trish Stoddart and research assistants Michelle Parker and Sandy Callis collected
most of the data on which this paper is based. Finally, the author thanks the staff and trainees involved in the Teacher
Traince Program of the Los Angeles Jnified School District who gave generously of their time and energy, often when these
were in short supply.

3For the purposes of this paper, we use “teacher trainees” to refer to participants in the Teacher Training Program
secause this .8 the term used by LAUSD. Berause of its implications for teaching practice and how one learns to teach,
we have reservations about designating people in teacher education programs "trainees.”
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trainees on a variety of topics. Trainees are expected to summarize each of the 15 sessions
they attend and to write a paper to synthesize what they learn.

Multicultural Week is intended to support teachers in meeting their responsibilities
as spelled out for them by LAUSD--particularly, their responsibility to "help each student
develop a positive self-image” (LAUSD, 1984). To this end, teachers are expected to provide
opportunities for students to, among other things: "Gain positive feelings. . . . Take pride
in their ethnic background, culture, and heritage. ... Increase self-confidence. .. ."
(LAUSD, 1984, p. 7). To achieve these goals, teacher are encouraged t. provide students
with

opportunities to interact with classmates of different cultural and ethnic
backgrounds. . . . Help to recognize and accept individual differences in their
fellow students. . .. An environment reflecting the acceptance and value of
work, both creative and academic, of all students. . . . Varied grouping patterns
in class to enhance interaction and increase understanding of different ethnic
and cultural backgrounds. . .. (LAUSD, 1984, p. 7)

The goals, content, and pedagogy of LAUSD’s Multicultural Week resemble those of
workshops and courses offered by at ieast some school districts and universities (Carter-
Cooper, 1990; McDiarmid, 1989; McDiarmid and Price, 1990). LAUSD, as we shall se, has
faced squarely the issue of preparing teachers for culturally diverse classroonis and created
a program that seems to embody current best thinking and practice. As presenters for its
Multicultural Week, LAUSD has involved educators with notable experience, talent, and
expertise, at least on a par with virtually any university tcacher cducation faculty.

How to prepare teachers to work with learners who are calturally different from
themselves and from one another is a thorny, dilemma-r’ * “ed question for those charged
with that preparation, whether in universities or school districts. Conceptually, little
agreement exists orn which differences matter, how they matter, and how teachers should
address or accommodate these in the classroom. Yet, even if teacher educators* could
resolve these conceptual puzzles and debates, the issue remains of how to help teachers
develop an understanding of differences that will enable them to help all learners construct
meaningful understandings of themselves and the subject matter.

In what follows, we will examine closely and critically the content and pedagogy of
LAUSD’s Multicultural Week. How does LAUSD instantiate its goals in the co. 2nt and
delivery of Multicultural "Veek, its primary medium for supporting teacher trainees’ work
with diverse learners? As all urban school districts and, increasing'y, suburban and rural

“Throughout this paper, the term "teacher educator” refers to anyone involved in the preparation of teachers—in school
districts, state Gepartments of sdvcation, and universities.
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districts face the chalienge of serving learners culturally and linguistically dit.erent from one
another and from their teachers, the answer to this question is of wide interest. LAUSD’s
reputation for pioneering work in multicultural and bilingual education heightens interest in
their program.

Of equal or greater interest is a closely related question: What do teachers take away
from courses and workshops about teaching children different--socially, culturally,
linguistically--from themselves? What attitudes and knowledge do they develop? Below, we
explore both what teacher trainees had the opportunity to learn and their views of teaching
culturally different children. In so doing, we raise questions about the content and pedagogy
of efforts to change the ways that teachers teach learners culturaily different from
themselves.®

Methods

Description of the Teacher Education and Learning to Teach Study

The data on which this paper is based are taken from a four-year longitudinal
‘nvestigation of formal teacher education: the Teacher Education and Learning to Teach
(TELT) study of the National Center for Research on Teacher Education (for a detailed
description, see NCRTE, 1988). Guiding this investigation was an overarching question:
“""hat do prospective and practicing teachers leain about teaching subject matter to diverse
learners? As knowledge aboat learners is critical to teaching, TELT researchers have
attempted to find out what teachers know and think about learners, paruwalarly learners
culturally different from themselves, and how teachers’ knowledge and thinking char.ge after
formal teacher education programs.

Assites in which to investigate changes in teachers’ knowledge, skills, and dispositions,
we selected 11 teacher education programs: S preservice programs, 2 alternate routes, 1
induction program, and 2 inservice programs. At these sites, NCRTE researchers have been
collecting data both on the program itself and on the program participants. To find out
what participants had the opportunity to learr, researchers interviewed program personnel
and observed courses, workshops, and instances of guided practice. To find out what
paricipants knew, cared about, and could do, researchers at each site administered a 306-
item questionnaire, conducted structured interviews, and observed participants teaching.

The interview consists of questions about the interviewees’ experience as students in
school and about their understandings uf learning, learners, teaching, and subject matter.
In the interviews, researchers read scenarios that gepict commor classroom tasks--such as

*Cultural differences” includes, for the purposes of us paper, Jffere..ces .. language ard in sucial class as these also
sigr.al differences in experience, values, and behaviors.




dealing with disengaged students, responding to stud=nis’ novel ideas in mathematics and
writing, addressing differences, and so on. Then, we asked a series of follow-up questions.
For instance, after some scenarios, resezrchers asked teachers their interpretation of the
situation and, if faced with similar circumstances, what they would do. The purpose was to
have them reason through a typical cl:ssroom situation and, in so doing, reveal their
knowledge and understanaings of the various elemenis that constitute the situation--the
learners, the learning process, the subject matter, the context, the teacher’s role. (The
instruments are available in Ball and McDiarmid, 1989; the conceptual framework for the
instrument is described in McDiarmid and Ball, 1989.)

LAUSD Sample, Data, and Analysis

We have been following a cohort of some 110 trainees since 1987, from the beginning
of the program through their second year of teaching. We have administered the
questionnaire to the entire cohort at the beginning of the program, at the end of their first
year of teaching, and during their second year. In addition, we have interviewed and
observed a randornly selected sample of 12 teacher trainees.

For this analysis, we have used data both from our observations of the program and
data about views of culturally differeut students collected with the structured interview. We
audiotaped each of the sessions during the Multicultural Week. These tapes were
transcribed. We then read these transcriptions, wrote summaries of the sessions, and created
a table to summarize further the information from the transcriptions. As we are interested
in the pedagogy as well as the content of the sessions, we categorized the teaching format
(le.ture. question and answer, discussion, small group activity, film, game). We also used
the "spellcheck” function included in the microcomputer wordprocessing program to count
the words spoken by the presenter and those spoken by the participants in each session.
The summaries and percent ages of participant talk appear in Table 1 (p. 10 ff.).

When adjusted for measurement errors and regarded with due caution, these counts
provide a rough approximation of the degree of the trainee’s oral participation in each
session.’ As several presenters during the week enjoined teachers to engage students in
learning rather than merely talk at them. we were interested to what degree this admonition
was honored in presenters’ practice. Finally, to establish the purpose and goals of
Multicultural Week, we also exanmined LAUSD documents and interviews conducted with
those in charge of the TTP.

“We emphasize that this is a rough approximation. For sessions in which sm. | group actmities were unnvuived and duning
which this group actwvity was not captured on audiotape, & added 750 words to the participants’ count. We calcuiated
(generously) that a one-hour session generated about 9,000 wotds. Using this as a standard, we then calculated that each five-
minute group activity would generate approximate® 750 words. Because we used remote mucrophones that were attached
to the presenters’ clothing, we also added (again gencruusly) 2 percent to the participants’ propor.... for each session (o
compensate for any speech that wasn't picked up by the remote microphone.
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In the present analysis, we examined data on trainees’ views of different learners as
elicited by two scenario items that typify the interview as a whole. We coded trainees’
responses for their views of how differences should be treated in the classro ‘m and checked
on reliability by having each transcript reviewed by at least two coders. Data used in this
analysis was collected at two points in time separated by approximately nine months. The
data we call "preworkshop” was collected in June 1988, immediately prior to the beginning
of Multicultural Werk. The second data set, referred to as "postworkshop,” was collected
in March 1989.

Comparison Samples

Using the same scenarios a. all our sites enables us to compare teachers’ and
prospective teacters’ views across types of programs. The prescrvice sample that we have
used as a comparison group in Tables 2 and 3 (p. 12 ff. and p. 14 ff.) consists of students in
the final term of their undergraduate program. Most were student teaching at the time they
were interviewed. The directors of all the programs these preservice teache.s attended
claimed that their students either took a multicultural course or took a course in which
multicuituralism was a unit. Because of the timing of NCRTE researchers’ visits, we were
able to observe these courses or units at only two of the five preservice sites.

The secund comparison group, data from which is also included in Tables 2 and 3,
consists of student teachers participating in an experimental ‘zacher preparation
program--the Accepting Behaviors of Culturally Diverse Students Project (ABCD). The
Project was developed by the Office of Professional Developmeat at the Michigan
Department of Education. ABCD participants were drawn from five different universities
in the central Micbigan and Detroit areas. The treatment consisted of a three-day workshop
prior to student teaching and a two-day follow-up (for a detailed description, see Carter-
Cooper, 1990). We collected baseline data on students’ views and knowledge prior to .he
fi-st workshop and interviewed them aguin during the summer following their student
ieaching (McDiarmid and Price, 1990). While the researchers relied on documents and the
program director’s description of the workshop sessions for the evaluation, they subsequently
observed the follow-up two-day werkshop.

Problems

Tapping teachers’ and prospective teachers’ views of culturally different learners is
fraught with problems. Asking teachers directly about their views triggers social responses:
Teachers know how they are supposed to answer such questions. Not only do people know
how they are suppo. . to answer, most ¢u not like to think of themselves as people whase
attitudes or behavior towards others would be influenced by their appearance, language, or
customs. Ta reduce the likelihood of such bias, we pose the interview items on which we
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have relied for this analysis in a plausible classroom context and present “positive™ or
"neutral” stereotype (e.g., Native Americans are "shy”). Nonetheless, teachers’ responses are
likely filtered through their ideas about what is socially appropriate.

Responding to scenarios is, moreover, obviously not the same as actually teaching,
What people say they will do and what they actually do are frequently two different things.
Our interest in *his study has been, however, how teachers reason through typical classrocm
situations; that .s, what understandings do they have--of learners, learning, pedagogy, teacher
role, the role of context--and how do they blend these understanding: in figuring out what
they shou'd do? We do not claim that teachers will do what they say would do in their
interviews; rather, we claim that what they notice in the scenarios and how they reason
through the various teaching tasks tells us about what they are capable of doing.

We also recognize that the dimensions of teachers’ knowledge and dispositions that
our instruments are intended to tap may not comport well with the specific goals of the
program. Program personnel may well disagree with the assumptious that undeclie the
questions we ask to gauge teachers’ views of stereotypes and culturally different learners.
We do not systematically assess how well Multiculturai Week achieved the goalis its planners
set. In fact, we scrutinize aspects of the program to which its organizers may not have given
much thought. Because of our interest in the opportunities tha: prospectiv : and practicing
teachers have to learn about teaching from the practice of teacher educators, we critically
examine the teaching that is modeled by the presenters during the wcek. Multicultural
Week presentations as opportunities fcr trainees to see pedagogy modeled was not a explicit,
formal purpose of those who planned the program:.

Finally, unraveling the effects of Multicultural Week from the tangled skein of
classroom, personal, and other program experiences is impossible. In the 10 months
between Multicultural Week and the "post-" interviews, the trainees taught culturally diverse
students in culturally diverse inner-city schools. They attended weekly seminars and
interacted with their mentor and with other teachers. They lived and, presumable, moved
about in one of the world’s most diverse cities. Could anyone, with confidence, claim that
change or lack of change in trainees’ views can be attributed to any singie strand of this
skein of experience?

Analysis of Multicultural Week

Organization

The 15 sessions conducted during Multicultural Week were of «wo types. The first
type consisted of sessions attended by all trainees together. These one-hour plenary sessions
inaugurated the mornings and the afternoons each day. After these sessions, trainees
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divided into five groups and, across the week, attended five, two-hour small group sessions.
(See Table 1, after page 10, for the titles and presenters of these various sessions.)

Qbjectives

The various presenters, explicitly or implicitly, cet one of four objectives for their

sessions:

1. To influence trainees’ attitudes toward children culturally different from
themselves and toward including information on cultu:al minorities and their
contributions to histcry and knowledge.

2. To inform trainees about the history, customs, language, family life, religion,
values ar.. .ntragroup differences of various groups including Asian Americans,
African Americans, and Mexican Americans and other Latinos.

3. To inform trainees about the effects of teacher behaviors (expectations and
differences in “learring styles”) on the ackievement cf students from non-Anglo
backgrounds.

4. To demonstrate pedagogical techniques--for dealing with controversial topics

in the classroom, for learning cooperatively, for incorporating information on
African-American leaders in teacking, and for assessing students’ ‘learning
style."

In the first instance, attitude is the object: The presenter assumes that at least some of the
audience hold attitudes and beliefs that constrict opportunities for certain children » learn.
I the other three instances, knowledge is the object: The presenter assumes that at least
some of the audience lack information, ideas, or know-how that would enable them to help
children from diverse backgrounds learn.

Specific Topics or Activities

The specific topics fall into three groups: dispositions required for good multicultural
teaching, information on spzcific groups, and specific pedagogical techniques. Exhorting
teachers to adopt particular attitudes and behaviors is the first group of topics. Within this
group, the most common activity was exhorting teachers to accept and value the customs,
commitments, history, and languages of students fiom cultural groups that differ from that
of the teacher. "I can’t show you ail there is to culture, other than just ideas, and ihe
bottom line is that you have to learn to observe and respect” (Calvin).” Teachers were
further urged, by some presenters, to include in the curriculum re..rences to non-Anglo

TAll names identifying quotations are pseudonyms for program presenters.
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culture and to create opportunitie. for students from such cultures to talk about their
experiences:

A lot of times especially secondary teachers wiil always say. "Hey I don’t have
time to do ... Japanese cherry blossoms, or I don’t time to do the African
Mass. Idca’t have time to do all these things." But . . . the teachers that [are]
teaching the secondary children must find ways to make every child in that
classroom feel a part of the learning experience, by finding out the mores, and
the values, and the culture. By having children share their experiences so that
no child in that classroom feels embarrassed or humiliated or put down
because his culture is different from that of another. (Columba)

During part of your lesson, during the year or even if you are talking and
interacting with the students you can invite them to share something
about . . . "Well, how do they do it in your country?" or "How is it in your
country--those kinds of things?" And it makes them feel gond and a lot of this
has to do with positive reinforcement. Getting the kids to fecl goed about
themselves because if they feel good, if you make them feel good about
themselves, the sky’s the limit. (Coral)

While some presenters exhorted teachers to create opportunities for students, as
members of ethnic and national groups, to talk about thei- experiences, others emphasized
that teachers should treat students as individuals, not as representatives of a group:

This gentleman [referring to one of the particip.ats] made a statement here
that T would just like to underline. He says he treats his children of Hispanic
heritage the way tha* ¢ treats his "basic,” would you call {them your] English-
primary-languege-<;» *.ang children? Ard I think that is important for us to
remember. We're dealing with human beings. We come from the human
experience, .ae human basis first. I think a lot of things will come naturally
in time. (Corrisa)

Other presenters also urged teachers to view their students as individuals racher tha.. as
represeatatives of particular ethnic groups:

Basically, if education is to prepare students to live in our piuralistic society,
students must learn to understand their rights and the rights of others and
develop concern for the well-b2ing and the dignity of each individual. And
when we begin to clump people, we forget about the individual in all of this
process. (Cadler)




Teachers are, thus, exhorted to (a) incorporate references to other cultures in their teaching
and encourage studcnts to talk about their experience in other cultures and (b) view students
as individuals rather than representatives of a culture.

The second group of topics consisted of specific information about the cuutural groups
that represent most of the students in the Los Angeles public schools. Latinos, African
Americans, and Asians. Three sessions were devoted to Latinos; the bulk of these sess.ons
focused on Mexicans and Chicanos, the largest single ethnic group in the schools.
Participants heard about Mexican and Chicano language, food, religion, customs, and
attirudes toward school, women, and work. Three presenters devoted significant portions of
their sessions to generalizations about Mexican and Mexican-American custcms and the
family:

Oh, another thing that you need to know is ..1at Mexican family life is basically
very, very conservative. It's strong. You know it's patriarchal. (Corrisa)

Customs, especially in regards to the protection of women with the more recent
arrivals [from Mexico}, the protection and, at the same time, women knowing
their place, are very rigid. (Crystal)

Mexicarns, our proxemics are closer, we like to get close to people, we. touch
them a lot, kissy-kissy. . . . My cousin, when [he’s] walking down the stieet with
me, sometimes he puts his arm around me. . . . At first I couldn’t get used to
that. I said, "Wait a minute, they’re going to think . . . ." No! It’s just that we
do a lot of touchy-touchy in our culture. We do a lot of bandshaking. We
grab each other and we start throwing each other around and so on. (Calvin)

‘Two sessions were devoted to Asian students and their cultures. These sessions were
similarly laced with generalizations about Asians:

zre’s some ygeneral, broad, commonalities among the Asians. Under familial:
Respect the elders. Papa may be known as, "Yes, sir!" The male has
precedence over female in status. The girl may be the oldest sibling and the
only boy is the youngest of a family of eight. Now, that little brat can tell the
older sister what to do. Because the male child carries on the family name.
(Corrine)

The one session that focused specifically on African Americans offered inf. rmaation on the
history of the African-American experience--particularly, the Civil Rights movement--and on
Black English. Generalizations about African-American culture were rare.

Other sessions provided information that was more general in character. Two of the
presenters lectured on the role of expectations and referred to the "Pygmalion” research on




the effects of teacher expectations on student performance (Dusek, 1985; Rosenthal and
Jacobson, 1968; for a critical review of this literature, see Wineberg, 1987). Another
presented demographic data to demonstrate the rapid growth of the number of children of
color in the schools. Two others lectured on the meaning of culture and one of these
presenters explained the concept of cultural taboos. Two presenters also provided general
definitions of racism and prejudice.

Finally, some presenters urged particular pedagogical techniques on the trainees.
These included using games for learning about African Americans, working information on
ethnic groups ‘nto subject matter teaching such as mathematics aund science, using
cooperative learning techniques such as jigsawing® as an alternative to ability grouping, and
using a marticular model for dealing with controversial subjects in the classroom.

Percentage of Participant Talk

To gauge, however roughly, the contribution of trainees to th» sessions as weli! as the
value that presenters piaced on the trainees’ experience, we compared the number of worus
spoken by participants to the number spoken by presenters (see Methods above). As Table
1 indicates, in none of the sessions did the participants talk as much as the presenter. In
only two sessions did the participants’ talk constitute more that 2 third of the total talk. In
six sessions, participants talked 11 percent of the time or less. Across the entire week,
teacher trainees talked less than one-quarter of the time.

This finding should be viewed in conjunction with the above discussion of forn.at.
That presenters dominated "air time" in sessions may be less significant than the type of
discourse the format allowed. As noted above, most trainee talk was in response to
questions, posed by the presenter, that required short answers.

Summary of Multicultural Week

The content and pedagogy of LAUSD’s Multicultural Week is familiar to anyone
acquainted with multicultural courses offered as part of preservice and staff development
programs. The general message to the trainees across the week seemed to be

. Accept and respect students whose values, language, habits, priorities, dress,
and commitments are different from your own

. In teaching, include information 'nand references to the role and contributiors
of individuals and groups historically underrepresented in the curriculum

*In jigsaving, students work with a group to develop expertise on a subject, problem, or text. Subsequently, they juin
another group and serve as the expert on the matter they have nvestigated with the first group. For more detais, see
Aronson (1978).
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Tabie 1

Summary of Sessions, LAUSD Multicultural Week

Type & Title Time Presenter® : Topics or Activities Format Participant
of Session ! (Hrs) talk (%)
Informational-Generai
Prejudice 2 C Labeling groups; combating piejudice; ability Lecture 11
workshop grouping; teacher expectations; film of KKK, Q&A
accepting cultural differences, iraplications of Film
population growth rates of minorities
Integrating 1 o Working diversity into content areas; cultural Lecture 30
Multicultural in differences in values, behaviors, customs Small group
subject areas
Streams of 2 DA Understanding the culture-building capacity of { Q & A pLl
o lture all groups; systems of cultural rules; cultural
systems change over time; dress as an
expression of cultural norms; taboos
Institutional 1 UF All children can learn; defining prejudict Lecture 27
racism institutional racism; teacher expectations; Q&A
tracking & ability grouping Worksheets
Valuing 2 o Recognizing & accommodating differences in Discussion 40
differences learning styles; discussion of learning frcm Lecture
experience; describes experience of growing up | Small group
Japanese in U.S,; differences in ways of
working & thinking; discussion of Gregorc's
learning styles
Informational—Specific Group(s)
Culture in the i1 UF Importance of knowing about & --aluing Lecture 9
classroom minority cultures; Chicano culture: language,
surnames, food, r ormative behaviors, values
Working with 1 DA Speaie~’s Hispanic family background; 7 ecture 32
secondary Hispanic students from Central America; need ; Q & A
Hispanic for teachers to be counselors, positive
students reinforcers; get students to share culture 1n
class
Mexican- 2 T Eatcation valued differently in U.S. & Mexico; i Lecture 32
American speaker’s background in Chicai.o family & Q&A
culture community; describes Mexican-Am. family Discussion
values: patriarchal, conservative, respect for
elders, famiiy. first, Catholic
Hispaniz cuiture; i 1 DA Speaker relates remembrances of Chicano Lecture 11
Family childhaod; customs, language, values, of
imprinting Chicanos & other Latinos
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. Format

controversial issues

Type & Title Time Presenter® : Topics or Activities Participant
of Session (Brs) talk (%)°
Working with 2 T Participants generate stereotypes of Asians; Lecture 18
Asian students spesker chailenges stereotypes; identifies Q& A
cultural differences among Asian national &
religious groups
Understanding 1 DA Describes the role that expeciations play ini Lecture n
the black student achievement
experience
Learning styles 1 DA Values of Asian children: respect elders, male | Lecture 2
precedence, importance of names,
ethnocentrism; family expectation for academic
achievement; aversion 10 confrontation
History <. 2 T Identifying black leaders, historical figures; Game i 47
current effects of civil rights movement; small-group Lecture
problems of jigsaw: "forerunners” to recent civil rights Small group
black students  : activities, Black Erglish
Exhortation
A multicultural {1 BA Speaker relates experiences teaching & Le:ture 2
approach to i i administrating; extols high expectations, the
education cultural customs & backgrounds of others
Teaching Technique:
Dealing with i2 C Speaker dzscribes model for treating Lecture 29
controversy controversies (e.g., nuclear war) in the Small group
classroom; film demonstrating model in use; Brainstorm
groups discuss using model, generate list of Film

*BA = Building administrator; C = Consultant; DA = District administrator, T = Tecacher, UF = University faculty

®*Determined by ccuntiag the total words in the transcription of the audiotape made of each sessiun, subtracting out the woras
spoken by the presenter(s), adding ~50 words for each five iminutes of small group work, and adding two percent to each toral to
compensate fer participant talk not captured by the audiotape.
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. Don’t judge students’ capabilities or potential by their membership in a
particular ethnic group

. Know the history, customs, patterns of family life, values, food, and language
of the groups represented in the classroom to enable you to teach students
from these groups better

At the same time, the dominant pedagogy was lecturing. Participants, for the most part, sat
and listened to presentations by district administrators and specialist, t:achers, and
consultants, including two university faculty.

Trainees’ Views of Cultural Differences

Reactions to Stereotypes

Most proponents of multicultural education seem to agree that a necessary first step
in helping teachers and prospective teachers work with students culturally different from
themselves is getting che teachers to view and respond to their students as individuals rather
than as representauives of a particular group. Yet, as the analysis of Multicultural Week
above reveals, generalizations are the currency of multicultural education. How do teachers’
nerceptions of teaching culturally different learners comport with this apparent paradox?

To address this question, we presented trainees with a classroom scenario and then
asked them what they thought of an explanation proffered by colleagues for the physical
marginalization of Native-American students in their classroom:

Scenario #1

Imagine that you have been hired midway through the school year to take over
for a tcacher who is going on maternity leave. During the first day, you notice
a group of Native Americans sitting together at the back of the class, while
white and Asian-Americz students are sitting in front. The Native-American
students don’t volunteer .0 answer questions or to participate in discussions.
Later, wken you mention this to colleagues in the teachers’ lounge, they tell
you that the Native-American students are naturally shy and that asking them
questions embarrasses them so it's best not to call on them.

What do you think of the teachers’ explanation of the Mative-American
students’ behavior?

How would you deal with the Native-American students in this class?

11
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As Table 2 shovs, before the Multicultural Week (MCW), a third of the teacher
trainees accepted the stereotype of Native Americans as "shy” while just over 40 percent
reject the characterization as a stereotype. When presented with the same scenario and
asked the same question nine months later, only two teacher trainees gave responses that
differed from their initial answers. One trainee who originally accepted the stereotype as
true subsequently rejected the characterization while another who had initially rejected the
stereotype accepted it as true nine months later. The dilemma of using generalizatiors to
inform teachers about various cultural groups and, at the same time, exhorting teachers to
treat learners as individuals rather than as representatives of cultural groups is evident in
this response:

It could be accurate. I'm not sure if that's a stereotype. I'm not too familiar
with it. My exnosure to Native-American studeats isn’t that great so I don’t
hae many personal experiences to draw upon. That could be correct, to some
degree, generalization. {Carol, post-MCW)

When she was asked this question during her interview prior to Multicultural Week,
Carol had answered that "we all have stereotypes and we lead our lives using them." Her
views persisted not merely thrcagh the Multicultural Week but through a year of teaching,
of weekly program meetings, *nd of being mentored. Another trainee demonstrated a
similar willingness to accept stereotypes as valid information: "I think it might be a cultural
stereotype and it might be true" (Caroline, post-MCW).

Other trainees weren’t sure whether or not this particular cuaracterization of Native-
American students was accurate but didn’t appear to find the use of stereotypes
objectionable: "I would take it as information given, as data, input, and I would probably
test it myself, out of curiosity to see if it was valid or not" (Clark, post-MCW). Those
trainees who rejected the stereotype recognized that “Native-American students are shy” is
an overgeneralized characterization:

But just to run off a wnole group of people and say that whole group,
nationality, minority, whatever, is . . . just naturally shy and write it off [and
decide] that they don’t have to participate--that’s silliness. (Cain, post-MCW)

I think that generalizations are stereotypes. I don’t ever group people by their
[ethnicityl--a white student or an Asian student or . . . I mean, they’re a student
period and even within whitc students or within Native-American students or
whatever groupings there are variations. (Cathering, pre-MCW)

None of the trainees questioned the use of "Native American” to describe the widely
diverse groups of indigenous peoples in the United States. Presenters during Multicultural
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Table 2

Percent of Respondents With Each Reaction to Stereotype as Explanation for Student Behavior

LAUSD LAUSD ABCD® Preservice®
Reaction Pre-MCW* Post-MCW Posttraining Postprogram
(N=12) (N=11) (N=13) (N = 38)
Accepts stereotype as 33 27 23 24
true
Not sure if stereotype is 17 18 8 18
accurate
Rejects steieotype 42 45 54 45
Reaction not clear 8 9 15 13
TOTALS?® 100 100 100 100
(L

*MCW = Multicultural Week.

“This sample consisted of students in preservice teacher educauon programs at five Michigan winversities. Students volunteerad .o
attend the ABCD workshop. They do not constitute a random sample.

*Stu. .nts in this sample v cre randomly selected from all siudents m thewr teacher educition progran  Students come frum fuur
different mstitutions that were selected as a purposeful sample. Students were inten-.ewed dunng the ic..ii . which tney dud Lk
student teaching.

%T'otals of more or less than 100 percent are due to rounding.

Sources. Teacter Educauon and Learnung to Teach study, Nauonal Center for Research on Teacher Education, 1990, Evaluut.n

of the Accep.c.g Behaviors for Culturally Differsnt Students, Michigan Departm.cat of Education, Office of Professional
Development, 1990.
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Scenario #2
Mrs. Jones’s Classroom

Mrs. Jones teaches a large first-grade class. She tries to find ways to
individualize while still maintaining order. Below are descriptions of some of
Mrs. Jones’s students, along with examples of how she works with them.

Vikki is a shy Vietnamese girl. She was recently adopted and her Engiish still
sounds awkwzrd. Her parents buy her many dresses and put ribbons in her
long hair every day. She is very cooperative in the classroom tut tends not to
play with the other children. Today, Mrs. Jores has Vikki matching geometric
shapes. she moves past Vikki’s desk regulerly, often patting her on the head
or back as she passes, and sometimes stopping to present a new, more
challenging shape for Vikki to try to match.

Brian, a black child, just jcined the class this month. His father is a corporate
executive and moves frequently. As soon as Brian enrolled in school, his
mother volunteered to work in Mrs. Jones’s classroom each week. Brian is very
competitive. He has joined the junior basketball, soccer and softball leagues,
and has started swimming lessons. At his mother’s request, Mrs. Jo.ies moved
James away from Brian’s table so that the two boys would not fight. Today
Brian is working in a self-contained learning center. He is looking at 4 picture
book and using a tape recorder to dictate a story to go with the pictures. Mirs.
Jones will play the tape to the rest of the class after recess.

James, another black student, is so active he sometimes disrupts the other
children. His mother never graduated from high school and never married.
She relies on her family and on welfare for support. James hasn’t as many
rice clothies as some other children and sometimes he expresses resentmen.
toward other students in the class. Mrs. Jones has moved James several times
because he was disrupting other children. Today, Mri. Jones has James
practicing writing the letters "m" and "n." She tries to keep him on task by
frequent comments. Today, her comments included these:

You've made a lot of progress today, James. Let's see how many more letters
you can do before recess.

I like the way James is working quietly today.
These letters look niuch more neat than they did last week.

Don’t lean back in your chair, James.




Week had taken pains to point out the range of cultures masked by labels such as "Asian
American” or "Latino.” Perhaps in the context of the interview, the trainees did not feel they
could or should challenge the researchers’ conceptions. As several of them explained, they
had had little or no ccatact with Native Americans and, consequer.tly, knew little about their
cultures or current issues.

In sum, trainees appeared to he no more likel; to reject stereotypes of <~1dents after
Multicultural Week than they were before. Fewer than half of the trainees, .her before
or after the training, rejected the overgeneralized statement that "Native Americans are shy."
Finally, none of the trainees questioned using the la’el "Native America~" to describe the
diverse groups of indigenous Americans.

Perceptions of Differences in Avademic Opportunity

A sccond scenario item was designed to elicit teacher trainees’ understandings of the
effects that different tasks have on students’ attitudes, behaviors, and opportunities to learn.
Tne item is also intended to tap teachers’ awareness of teachers’ resr nses to stereotvpes
of learners. In Scenario #2, the teacher has assigned different tasks to three students of
color. The tasks represent subje-t matter in distinctly different ways and have the poter:tial
for distinctly different learning consequences. “or instance, while one student is fracticing
writing two letters, another is taping a story he will later play for the entire class. A few
details about the children’s family circumstances are added to see how respondents regard
such information in making decisions about task assignments.

The responses of the LAUSD teacher trainees are shown in Table 3. We coc=d the
responses for whether or not the trainee even noticed the differ.nces i the 1asks that the
teacher had assigned to different students. If they did notice the differences, we further
coded if they noted that different tasks have different consequences for learning the subject
matter and for students’ sense of themselves as learners. As Table 3 shows, mcst trairees
both before and after the Multicultural Week did not discuss the differences in tasks that
the students had been assizaed. Instead, they generally approved of the teacher’s deci.ion
to individualize tasks for each of the students and of her use of "positive r<iniorcement.”

I think she is responding very well. Because [Vikki] is being given lots of
affirmation. Vikki is shy and she’s passing her desk regularly patting her on
the back, on the head, letting her know--that’s a way thac says "Yes" to Vikki,
Brian has very special needs. You know, he’s bright, he’s also middie class.
I can sce why he and James fight. . . . They're both black kids. Brian’s father
is a corporate executive, and his mother can afford the time to volunte2r in his
classroom. James doesn’t have a daddy and his mother is on welfare. Sure,
I can see why they would fight. It's kind of sad, but . .. that’s the reality.
[They would fight] because the differences are so severe. (Chad, post-MCW)
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Oh, I think she responds real well: patting the Vietnamese on the back, giving
her some encouragement. Bolstering the second kid’s ego, and, the last kid,
James, is a little bit of a problem, but I think she, she does some good stuff.
(Caroline, pest-MCW)

I think she’s doing a geod job. . .. This is just three students and it says she
teaches a large first-grade class. I don’t know how she can keep this up with
all the other st dents, this much individualized stuff. But, I mean, I would try
to do this. I think I'd burn out real fast though on trying to do this many
individual type thirgs with an entire class. (Catherine, post-MCW)

None of the trainees before and only two after the Multicultural Week noticed that the
teacher seemed to be relying cn stereotypes in her treatment of the students: Vikki, the
Vietnamese girl, gets a pat on the head; James, the African-American student from an
impoverished single-parent home, is isolated and given a mechanical, repetitive task; Brian,
the son of au executive and a motaer actively invelved in his school experience, tapes a story
which he will later play for classmates.

The Vietnamese girl is treated *he way you wouid expect her to be treated, the
other more cempetitive student is treated the way you would expect him to be
treated, and the problem chi'd is treated the way you would expect him to be
ireated--isolated. (Cecil, post-MCW)

I'd say it’s a classic response. She’s. .. biased toward the wealthier child.
That’s something that’s probably cltural--I think most teachers are. . .. Her
bias comes througk because the kic, Brian, whofse] parents are wealthy . . {is]
given the more entertaining task. Wkereas the other kid, Jaines, wiio is poor,
is given the boring task. TAs for] Vikki: [the tcacher] also might think that
Asian students are better maifiematically or something. Cr because her sk
seems to me the most challenging one, working with geometric shapes.
And . .. she is most physical with Vikki. Ske, you know, pais her on the head
or hand, says all positive things. And she gives her challenging questions to
Brian . . . whereas o James, she tries to encourage ho- but [gives him] just
minor tasks. (Christopher, post-MCW)

While this last quotation is taken from Christopter’s post-Mu'ticultural Week in¢:rview, ne
had noted the differences in the tasks in hic first interview as well.

All but two of the trainees approved of the teacheis’ treatment of the swudents,
although seven trainees before and five trainees after the Multicultural ‘Weeks questiored
the wisdom of the social isolatio. that attends individualizing instruction:

Okay, with Vikki, since she’s ve.y cooperative in the class;ocom but tends 5ot
to play with the other children. I vrould somehow trv to get activities for the
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Table 3

Percent of Respondents With Each Reactlon to Differences in Academic Tasks

LAUSD LAUSD ABCD® Preservice®
Reaction Pre-MCW* Post-MCW Poittraining Pestprogram

(N=12) (N=11) IN=13) (N = 38)
Addresses differences 33 18 38 38
Addresses consequences 0 0 8 2
Doesn’t address differences 66 82 54 60
TOTALS® 100 100 100 100

MCW = Multizultural Week.

*Thus sample consisted of students i preservice teacher education programs at five Michigan universities. Stedenis vuiuniceied
attend the ABCD workshop. They do not constitute a random sample.

“Students in this sample were randomly selected from ail students .n thew teacher education program. Students come from fvut
Aifferent institutions that were selected as a purposeful sampie. Students were interviewed dunng the term an whach they did e,
~udent teaching.

%Totals of more or less then 100 percent are due to rounding.

Sources. Teacher Education and Learmung to Teach Study, National Center for Research vn Teacher Education, 1990, Evaiusio. of
the Accepting Behaviors for Culturally Daffeient Students, Michigan Department of Educatn, Office of Ti fessivnas Deveivpaicn,,
1990.
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class. She seems to be breaking things up, a lot more individualized, but I
would definitely try to get her involved in interaction, interactive-type things
to try to get her to overcome this inability to play with other children.
(Catherine, post-MCW)

In conclusion, when presented with a scenaric in which children of color has been assigned
different and unequal learning tasks, the trainees in the LAUSD didn’t focus on the
consequences of such differentiation. Whereas they seem to pay scant attention to the
teacher’s apparent stereotyping in her interactions wih the students and her assignment of
academic tasks, they notice and approve of individualized instruction and the use of "positive
reinforcement.”

Discussion’

The Curriculum: The Role of Generalizations in T=aching

The curriculum of Multicultural Week seems to make a lot of sense. In part, the
curriculum is posited on the enuinently sensible idea that the more pevple know about others
who are different from themselves, the less likely they will view these othars negatively (for
a review of research on the effects of incrcased information and education on identifying
cvergeneralizations, see Pate, 1988). Pointing out the deleterious effects of prejudice and
differential expec.ations and exhorting teachers to avoid these pitfalls is a second reasonable,
time-honored approach. As moral actors in a democratic society, teachers have an
obligation to provide all children with equal opportunities to learn. Finally, demonstrating
certain classroom techniques (“craft skills” as one of the presenters called them) such as
cooperative learning and urging teachers to use these to increase intergroup interaction has
long been standard fare in teacher education. That these three approaches are common to
multicultural courses and workshops in various settings--university preservice programs and
state- or district-sponsored staff development--seems to underline the sensibility of the
curriculum (McDiarmid, 1989; McDiarmid and Price, 1990).

Juxtaposed against the face validity of this curriculum is the failure of schools to make
headway against the current of low test scores, high dropout rates, and declining college
attendance rates that runs through various ethnic commmunities, most notably, Latino 2nd
African Amei.can. In the broader society, many people of color remain e.onomically,
polidcally, and socially marginal, without access to the resources required to participate
fully in the economy or society. Confronted with evidence of the apparent ineffectiveness

*With appropriate feelings of guilt and compbary . muddied thunking we discuss cumaulum and pedagogy s sepatace
issues. We make such a distincuon purely for purposes of exposition. [n icachung, cunient and pedagogy are aextncaby
intertwined. We apologize for perpetuating such an invidious duality.

15




of this cirriculum in preparing teachers to help children of color learn, promoters counter
with o1 2 or both of the followin > arguments: (a) The number of ieachers exposed to this
curriculum has not yct reached the critical mass needed to make substantive changes in the
way we educate poor children and those of <olor; and (b) the curriculum has aot been
properly enac.ed. Wken ...ough teachers know enough about the backgrounds of culturally
different children, their school performance will improve.

If the problem were principally a matter of teachers’ knuwledge of culturally different
students’ backgrounds, we should expect that students of color would do sign.ficantly and
consistently better in the classrooms of teachers who share their backgrounds. Yet, the
evidence that we do have doesn’t support such a conclusion.”® Certainly, many, if not most,
teacuiers and prospective teachers know emc.rrassingly littlc about the history of this and
other countries and the str:ggles of various groups to maintain their human digrity and to
achieve some measure of equality.

Recent investigations of secondary and col'ege students’ knowledge and understanding
of history argue for more intensive and challenging opportunities to learn and learn ahout
history than students, including prospective teachers, presently encounter (Bennett, 34,
McDiarmid, in progress; Ravitch, 1989; Ravitch and Finn, 1987). Teachers unfamiliar with
Reconstruction and its legacies, the struggle for civil rights, and the FBI's surveillance a..d
harassment of African-American lea”ers and organizations lack knowledge essential to
-nderstanaing our current world, the continuing struggle of p.ople of color, and debates
over the role of schools and cther institutions in that struggle. Teachers ur.ace -ainted with
the special legal status of Native Americans and the government’s history of abrogating
treaty agreements and using schools to deracinate Native children are unlikely to appreciate
the debate ove. tribai sovereignty or Native parents’ suspicions about textbooks, curriculum,
and non-Native teachers (Ongtooguk, personal communication).

/. examination of hic:>r*zal developments and their contemporary significance is not,
however, the kind of propositional kno.. .edge teachers typically eacourter. Mor= likely,
teachers will hear about generalized clL.aracteristics of various groups with, occasioually, some
vague reference to historical circumstances. Designers of multicultural courses could
justifiably argue that such fundamental historical knowledge is really the provin~e of
secondary and undergraduate history courses. The evidence is, however, that few students
are developing such knowledge in these settings. Knowledge of this type is, arguably,
essential if teachers are to understand the school experiences of childrea from groups who
have historically been denied genuinely equal access to knowledge and other resources.

'°This isn't to say tkat the reasons for acnely recruiting more people of color into teachung are any iess compeiling.
While the importance of role models for children s the rationale frequently Jffered foi redoubling efforts .o secrust teachers
Jf color, more compelling is the argument that failure to auract more people of wutor mto teaching constitutes & luss of
human resources. Not onlv do schools and children muss out on the knowledge and .a..us of people of color, they muss e
experiences and perspective= “hese people bring as members of particular cultures.
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Again, hcwever, the connection between such teachers’ knowledge of the historical and
cultural background of learners and teachers’ capacity to assist culturally different children
develop meaningiul understandings of subject matter is, at best, speculative and tenuous.”

At the heart of the part of the multicultural curriculum that consists of generalized
propositions about different human groups is a dilemma that purveyors of the curriculum
have not acknowledged and, therefore, have not explored: Describing cultural groups
requires the use of generalizations. Yet, a universal purpose of the multicultural curriculum
15 to expose the logical and moral problems inherent in prejudging individuals on the basis
of their membership in a particular groups. "The Mexican family is basically very, very
conservative” (Corrisa); "Customs [include] . . . women knowing their place” (Crystal);
"Mexicans . . . like to get close to people, . . . touch them a lot” (Calvin)--are typical of the
kind of generalizations made about ethnic groups. What are teachers to do with this
information? Presenters no doubt believe such information will help teachers understand
batter the values and behaviors of culturally different children and their parents, thereby
reducing the possibility that misunderstandings will sabotage children’s opportunities to
learn. On the critical point of how such generalizations are to inform what teachers actually
do with pupils in their classrooms to help them learn, however, the voluble presenters were
conspicuously siient.

At least some of the teacher trainees seem to be aware of the dilemma. The
participant quoted below spoke up during a session entitled "Working with Hispanic
Secondary Students™

The probiem is that we’re told all the time that this is a group and that we're
supposed to look upon their cultural background. So every ‘ime that I get an
insight from somebody about {culturally different learners), that automatically
translates in my mind and I think it would be very difficult not for it to
be . .. astereotype. . . . So, I think that for me, what I've got to do is somehow
take what I'm getting here [in this course] about this multicultural experience
and forget about it. . . . I want to go out and do what you say: Go around and
encourage [my students] and don't care whether they have 14 children in their
family or 2, whether they’re from Bolivia or from Africa. And so, consequently
I'm getting a double message. It’s becoming a little confusing tc me. (Trainee
comment in Coral session)

""The author and hus colleagues explored this idea in a senes of portrasts of teachers who taught Alaska Natives in rem-'e
rural schools (McDiarmud, Kiewnfeld, and Parrett, 1387). The teachers, identified by educators and community members alke
as "effective,” actively sought information on theur students. The information they gathered was not, howeves, propositioral
knowledge about the students’ cultural hentage—although the teachers did collect quite a bit of such i<formation Rathsr,
teachers sought information about ndmidual students—iheu famuly and soqai life and their out-of school activities-and abc..:
«he present life of the commausnity~famuly feuds and ailiances, ufe-marking events such as death and births, and key instituti~ns
such as the church, bingo night, and communty basketball. in the eyes of the teacher, such information was critice! to their
instructional activities.
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Another teacher trainee immediately echoed this observation:

It seems to be . . . the problem of "Treat me differently because I'm different,
but don’t treat me differently because I'm the same and I deserve the same
treatment as everyone else." I'm constantly trying [to be sensitive to cultural
differences] . . . but I like to look at my students as people and I try to treat
them all equally. I can’t expect to [learn these] . . . gen.ralizations and hope
not to be stereotyped in my treatment of them. (Trainee comment in Coral
session)

These teacher trainees appear to recognize the danger of generalizations about |
students.” T..e most obvious danger is that of overgeneralizing and treating students as i
instances of a set of general characteristics attributed to the group of which they are a part. }
Assuming that a Athapaskan student is shy because he is a Native American is an example. 1
Perhaps more insidious is what Mason (1989) has recently called "a fundamental }
epistemolog’ i error. The error consists in moving from a description of behavior (“he is |

:ting shyly”) to labeliing the person ("he is shy"). Such errors frequently result in |
misunderstandings because people "are led by people-labelling to interpret descriptions of |
behavior as descriptions of intentions,” (p. 311) despite the fact that labels probably don’t
describe what people are experiencing. |

Are the Athapaskan students at the back of the class feeling shy or are they |
experiencing other feelings such as alienation and detachment from the activities and content
of the class? Are they _lI feeling the same thing because they happen to be members of the
same ethnic group? As Mason (1989) points out, labels, once applied, are unlikely to
change because we tend to look for confirmation, not counterevidence. Moreover, people
may come to accept "misplaced descriptions as descriptions of themselves, to integrate the
descriptions into their self-image, and to act as if the label accurately describes how they do
or should act" (p. 312).

The paradox of the Multicultural Week curriculum may be less the use of
generalizations to communicate what is culturally distinctive about Latinos, Asians, and
African Americans and more that none of the presenters explicitly acknowledge what at least
some of the trainees understand: Generalizations about students are problematic in
teaching. As one of the trainees noted in her response to the stereotype scenario, "I think
we all have stereotypes and we lead our lives using them to some degree" (Carol, pre-
MCW). Rather than an opportunity for teacher trainees to surface and discuss

275 thess comments were volunteered during a session, we have no way of knowing how wlely this .iew was shared
among trainees. Incidentally, the preseater n this session afforded trainees more opportusuues 1o talk than did the typrai
oresenter during the week,
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generalizations about students and their place in teaching, Multicultural Week offered
additional generalizations. '

The Curriculum: Exhortations

Exhortations to set high expectations for all students, the second element in the
multicultural curriculum, seems similarly ineffective in promoting the learning of culturally
different childr 'n. In fact, some evidence from the TELT study seems to show that
preservice teache.s, all of whom are exposed to the expectations literature, are more willing
rather than less willing to differentiate in etting goals for students (McDiarmid, 1989,. As
we saw in their responses to the first-grade scena.io above, few of the teacher traiuees we
interviewed noticed that students had been assigned tasks that afforded dramatically
different opportunities to learn--or, if they did notice, found such differentiation
unproblematic. Neither did most of them: notice that the tasks might indicate that the
teacher was responding through her stereotypes of the child.en rather than directly to the
individually child. While "all children can learn" has become the latest mantra of teacher
education, the evidence is that many teachers and prospective teachers continue to believe
that not all :hildren can learn the same things (McDiarr.id, 1989; McDiarmid and Price,
1990). Most teachers, including those in the TTP program, continue to support tiacking
(TELT, 1989). From other research, we know that poor children and those of color are
disproportionately represented in vocational and te:hnical tracks and so-called "low-ability”
groups (Oakes, 1985).

Pedagogy: Opportunities Lost

Just as the curriculum seems to make sense, the pedagogy appears both reasonable
and normal. When you have a lot of information to communicate, lecture. If you want to
change people’s attitudes, exhort and appeal to their sense of justice. For vanety’s sake,
show a video, do some small-group activities, or play a game. The pedagogy that
characterized Multicultural Week mirrors that common in university and preuniversity,
particularly secondary, classrooms: Teacher talks, students listen.

So what’s the problem? To say that the pedagogy is familiar, widespread, and
reasonable is to say little about its effectiveness. Preservice teacher education, which
e:nploys much the same pedagogy as that we observed during Multicultural Week, is
somewhat infamous for its failure to change .ignificanily what p.ospective teachers learn
from their apprenticeship of observation (Lortie, 1975, for a discussion of research on
preservice teachers’ knowledge and helief, see McDiarmid, 1990). The data we have
presented here, in Tables 2 and 3, drawn from teachers in distinctly different sites--one
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based in a school district, the other in state department of education--should raise more
questions about the potential of this pedagogy to influence significantly teachers’ thinking
about cultural differences and their role in teaching and learning. For instance, the research
on the ABCD project in Michigan in which the pedagogy was virtually the same yielded
results similar to those in Loc Angeles: Student teachers’ views of cultural differences and
their role ia the classroom appeared unchanged as a result of the program. As in the TTP,
the quality of the program directors and personnel was high and the curriculum similar.

Without denying that some teachers do, in fact, learn from this pedagogy, we may well
ask why so many apparently seem to learn so little. Noting that cognitive approaches do
seem to have some effect, however limited, on students’ prejudices, Pate (1988) warns that
having students digest factual information is not enough. He draws a quotation from
Moreland to make his point:

We need to .ealize that, although sound knowledge is necessary to comb it false
information, it is not sufficient to change attitude. Facts do not spcak for
themselves; rather they are interpreted through the experience and bi.ises of
those hearing them (Moreland cited in Pate, 1988, p. 288).

Moreland’s warning echoes what cognitive psychologist have come to understand about how
we learn (see Duckworth, 1987; Resnick, 1983, 1989). Resnick (1989) writes: “"Learning
occurs not by recording information but by interpreting it. Effective learning depends on the
‘nte ntions, self-monitoring, elaborat_ions, and representational constructions of the individual
learner” (p. 2). When we encounter new experiences and information, *ve make sense of this
through frameworks that we have built up out of our prior experiences and within a
particular social context. The kind of pedagogy that dominated Multicultural Week in which
the presenters talked at least 75 percent of the time ignores the active role that teachers
play in making sense out of what they encounter.

This is not to argue that beginning teachers should be left to figure out everything for
themselves anymore than students should be left to "discover” knowledge. Teaching in a way
that rzcognizes and capitalizes on the learning process requires teachers to maximize
opportunities for learne.s to express the sense they are making out of whatever they
encounter. Only then do tite teachers know whetker their learners are developing the kinds
of understandings they want hem to develop--understandings that are both true to the best
thinking in a given field and that increase learners’ sense of control over their world.
Knowledge of where learners are in constructing such understandings would be critical for

BWe are not referring here to the data from our preservice sites. For the two scenagios from which we are drawing out
data, we do not have preprogram data on the preservice teachers in our sample, Consequently, we do aot know aboul the
effects of the program on their responses. Fcr participants in both Multicultura! Week and the ABCD project of the
Michigan Department of Education, we have both pre- and postworkshop data.
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the teacher to decide which of several optio:s to pursue next, which of the many strands that
arise in a discussion to pursue immediately, which to hold in abeyance, which to shelve.

Given that our knowledge of how to teach culturally different children is, at best,
speculative, uncertain, and contentious, a pedagogy that enables teachers to talk together
about the kinds of problems they encounter and the various ways they might address these
seems appropriate. In such an arrangement, eacher educators--whether in school districts
or in universities--would use their expertise less -~ “knowledge bases" from which they
dispense information and more as "places” from which to view the teacher trainees’
experiences and from which to ask questicns about those experiences ind the lessons
teachers draw from ther (McDiarmid, 1990). Rather than an expert, tke teacher educator
is more of--to borrow liawkins’s (1974) phrase--an "external feedback loop."

Conclusions: A Few Questions
Our analysis of data on LAUSD’s Multicultural Week and on the teacher trainces’
views of teaching culturally different students raises a number of issues for teach educators
to consider:

. How can we avoid the dangers inherent in generalizing about cultural groups when
we think and talk about culturally different learners? How can we assist beginning
teachers in being thoughtful about the role that culture--values, behaviors,
language--may play in learning and, at the same time, help them avoid prejudging
students on the basis of their ethnicity or class?

. What formats and pedagogies other than those that typify multicultural workshops
and course are promising? What kinds of formats would enable prospective and
practicing teachers to bring to the surfzce and examine their views of those culturally
different from themselves? People’s views of themselves and others are the products
of a lifetime. Are people likely to reexamine such views on the basis of a five-day
workshop? What kinds of long-range support and oppor.unities dc teachers require
to examine their understanding of those culturally different from themselves and ko w
these understandings shape their pedagogy?

. What’s the effect on teachers’ capacity to reason through situations in culturally
diverse classrooms of splitting off issues of teaching culturally different students from
issues such as what teachers need to know about subject matter, how lifferent
subjects are learned, and the role of the teacher? In LAUSD, the Multicultural
Week came nearly a full year after the initial sessions for the teacher trainees. What
does this communicate to teachers about (a) the importance of the issues and (b) the
relationship between knowing learners’ cultural backgruund and knowing about
subject matter, managing instruction, and so on?

. In si* ations such as that in LAUSD where teacher trainees have been in their own
classrooms for a year, what is the place of the trainees’ teaching experiences in the
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curriculum? Could such experiences, rather than information on ethnic groups,
exhortations, and techniques, constitute the primary "subject” of the curriculum? In
such a curriculum, the knowledge and experience of "experts"--whether other teachers,
university faculty, or district personnel--would constitute resources on which the
teacher trainees could draw to understand their experience and consider alternatives.

In closing, we are not optimstic about the prospects for chan,es in multicultural
education. The curriculum, as we noted, has a lot of face validity. Moreover, such a
curriculum meets the criteria embodied in state and district policy mandates for
"multicultural awareness." Finally, a small "industry” has developed around the issue.
Academics and consultants both inside and outside of universities have d-.veloped
presentations that are in great demand around the country as, increasingly, state and local
school boards require districts and schools to provide some kind of multicu'tural training.

State, district, and local administrators, even those who may question the effectiveness
of the current curriculum, are limited by what is available. Who, for instance, can e hire
or .ssign to the kind of long-term collaborative work such as that suggested above? In
contrast, people who can conduct sessions on cooperative learning, the cultural background
of Chicano students, and "learning styles" are a phone call away. In addition, school
personnel, te .ier educators, and parents of color are rightfully suspicious that moving
toward integrating consideration of cultural differences into courses or workshops that also
address issues of subject matter and learning could mean the issues are ignored. Separating
them at least ensures they are raised.

Multicultural Week is, in sum, an exaniple of teacher educators earnestly trying to
answer one of two of the most difficult questions in the field: What should teachers do
about differences? How can teacher educators help them learn to do it? Alternate routes
like LAUSD have degrees of freedom unimaginable in most university settings. Program
personnel do not bear the albatrosses cf required credit hours ar.d curriculum committees
that weigh down university teacher educators. They do not have to negotiate entry to
schools and classrooms. They can take a long view of teacher development and think about
how hest to support teachers’ growth and understanding in a relatively open-ended way.
Finally, they have a wealth of human . .sources, including, in the case of LAUSD, numerous
people of color whose experience, knowledge, and perspective is critical to teacher
development programs.

We have noted that alternative approaches to preparing teachers for diverse learners
would be, at best, difficult to enact. If it can be done, however, LAUSD may be able to do
it. Their relative freedom, human resources, and ready access to multicaltural classrooms
place them in a position to develop approaches to preparing beginning tea hers for
multicultural classrooms that could beccme models for the rest of us.
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